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Although Mayer et al.’s (1995) integrative model of organizational trust has clarified some 
confusion regarding the concept of interpersonal trust involving two specific parties by 
differentiating between factors that cause trust, trust itself, and outcomes of trust through 1) it 
defined trust as the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party,2) trust 
is in turn influenced by a trustor’s propensity to trust, the trustor’s perceived characteristics of a 
trustee (e.g., trustworthiness of trustee based on his/her ability, benevolence, and  integrity), 3) the 
trust leads to actual risk taking in a relationship since behavioral trust is the assuming of risk, and 
4), the desired outcome results from the result of risk taking. But researchers like Luhman (1979), 
McCauley & Kuhnert (1992), Zaheer et al.(1998), Costigan et al.(1998), McKnight et 
al.(1998,2002), and Atkinson and Butcher( 2003) are of the view that root of trust lies in 
individual relationships is not in opposition to the experience of trust both inside interpersonal 
relationships and as an institutional phenomenon beyond interpersonal relationships. Moreover, 
Colquitt et al.(2007) investigated, it remains unclear that which trust antecedents have the 
strongest relationships with trust whether trust fully mediates the effects of trustworthiness and 
trust propensity on behavioral outcomes, and do trust relationship vary according to whether the 
trustee is a leader versus a coworker? Therefore, the aim of this conceptual paper is to investigate 
the phenomenon of trust in its personal and impersonal forms i.e., interpersonal and 
institutional(organizational) trust with multiple foci i.e. coworkers, supervisor, and 
institution(organization) through addressing threefold agenda; (1) to explore the concept of trust 
by distinguishing its antecedents i.e., trustor’s propensity to trust, the trustor’s perceived 
characteristics of a trustee, and institutional trust from trust, (2) to explore whether trust fully 
mediates the effects of trustworthiness, trust propensity, and institutional trust on behavioral 
outcomes such as organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, and employees 
task performance, and (3) to explore that do trust relationships vary according to whether the 
trustee is a supervisor/leader versus a coworker. 
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oday‟s environment is featured as:1) globalization-moving from local economies to worldwide 
economies-, 2) diversity- more diverse workplaces and markets-, 3) flexibility-fewer rules and 
procedures, more need for flexible work forces-, 4) flattened structure-less management, more 
worker empowerment-, and 5) networks-new information technology has enabled more strategic alliances, direct 
communication- (Adams et al., 2008). In response to this, “trust” as a hallmark of effective organizations (Argyris, 
1962; Likert, 1967; McGregor, 1967; Ouchi,1981) has attracted enormous interest of variety of perspectives (Arrow, 
T 
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1974; Lindskold, 1978; Gambetta, 1988; Coleman, 1990; Kramer & Ibsen, 1994; Berscheid, 1994; Bies et al., 1995; 
Hosmer, 1995; Kramer & Tyler, 1996; Bigley & Pearce,1998; Rousseau et al.,1998; Kramer, 1999) including social 
sciences as shown by special issues on trust in the Academy of Management Review (1998), organizational Science 
(2003), International Journal of Human Resource Management (2003), and collections of other authoritative papers 
and surveys on trust. For example, as per Watson Wyatt survey (2002), total return to shareholder (TRS) over a 
three-year period was 186 % higher for those companies that had high levels of trust compared to those with low 
levels of trust. Further, researchers have found that trust has been regarded as a major construct in research 
predicting individual-level & organizational-level outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational citizenship 
behaviors, organizational commitment, turnover, and job performance, employee productivity, team performance, 
innovative behaviors, workplace behaviors, counterproductive behaviors, organizational revenue and profit (Deluga, 
1995; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Flaherty & Pappas, 2000; Robinson, 1996; Dirks, 2000; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Frenke 
& Orlitsk, 2005; Mayer & Gavin, 2005; Tan & Tan, 2000; Wat & Shaffer, 2005; Davis, Schoorman, Mayer, & Tan, 
2000; Simons et al., 2002; Roy et al. 2006; Colquitt, et al.,2007). 
 
      Despite, the above positive role of trust within organizations, and progress made by multidisciplinary 
perspective of trust towards trust literature, however, there appears to be equally widespread lack of agreement on a 
suitable definition of the concept of trust (Hosmer, 1995). In this regard, Colquitt et al.(2007) provided examples of 
incongruities on concept of trust  such as: 1) behavioral intention (Mayer et al.,1995; McKnight et al., 1998; 
Rousseau et al.,1998), 2) an internal action, similar to choosing, judging, or preferring (e.g., Lewis & Weigert, 1985; 
Riker, 1971), 3) a synonym for trustworthiness i.e., personal characteristics that encourage positive expectations on 
the part of other individuals (e.g., Butler & Cantrell, 1984; McKnight et al., 1998), 4), a personality trait that build 
up early in life and remains relatively stable through maturity (Rotter, 1967; Webb & Worchel, 1986), 5) a synonym 
for cooperation or risk taking (e.g., Kee & Knox, 1970; Lewis & Weigert,1985; Zand, 1972), and 6) cooperative 
choices in a dilemma game (e.g., Deutsch, 1958, 1960). Within organizational context, many scholars argued that 
prior research (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Ferres et al., 2004; McAllister, 1995, Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 1996; 
Spreitzer & Mishra, 1999) has recognized and drawn a distinction regarding multiple foci of trust, but, it remains an 
empirical questions whether there are differences in trust relationships and its specific meaning when it exists 
between co-workers, leaders and followers, employers and employees, between different organizations or towards 
an institution (Colquitt et al., 2007; Möllering et al., 2004), but, little research has been conducted on trust in 
coworkers (Bagraim, 2007). Further, Dirks & Ferrin (2001) provided that „the effects of trust on workplace 
outcomes are less consistent than might be expected as for some work-related outcomes; studies have revealed 
significant effects of trust whereas others have not‟.  
 
        Given the multidimensional nature of “trust”  „an employee may trust his coworkers but distrust his 
supervisor or top management‟ (McCauley & Kuhnert,1992:269), therefore, trust exists in both impersonal and 
personal forms (Atkinson and Butcher, 2003), and this impersonal trust may be named as institutional trust and in a 
global and highly competitive environment interpersonal trust whether among peers or between employees and their 
supervisor may also fail, which could result in organizational inefficiency and therefore, future organizations will 
have to rely both on interpersonal and impersonal type of trust and will have need of complementary mechanisms 
that support knowledge creation and transfer and as a result role of institutional trust is likely to be complementary 
to that of interpersonal organizational trust (Ellonen et al., 2008). However, Ellonen et al.(2008) found that 
institutional trust has been studied very little in the organizational context, with the exceptions of McCauley and 
Kuhnert (1992), Atkinson and Butcher (2003), Costigan et al. (1998) and McKnight et al. (1998, 2002).   
 
        In sum, “trust” is „something that we feel we need to discuss, perhaps in order to understand it better, but 
probably also with a view to increasing the chances of maintaining and repairing it wherever it is essential, or at 
least desirable‟ (Möllering et al., 2004:557). Therefore, the aim of this conceptual paper is to investigate the 
phenomenon of trust in its personal and impersonal forms i.e., interpersonal and institutional (organizational) trust 
with multiple foci i.e. coworkers, supervisor, and institution(organization) through addressing threefold agenda; (1) 
to explore the concept of trust by distinguishing its antecedents i.e., trustor‟s propensity to trust, the trustor‟s 
perceived characteristics of a trustee, and  institutional trust from trust, (2) to explore whether trust fully mediates 
the effects of trustworthiness, trust propensity, and institutional trust on behavioral outcomes such as organizational 
commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, and employees task performance, and (3) to explore that do trust 
relationships vary according to whether the trustee is a supervisor/leader versus a coworker. 
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       In the section to follow, literature review regarding the concept of trust, facets of interpersonal and 
institutional trust, antecedents of trust and its multiple foci as put forth by research scholars will be examined. Then, 
in light of prior research, proposed hypotheses of the study in shape of organizational trust and its effects will be 
suggested. Finally important of context, measurement implications and summary with conclusion will be presented.  
 
1.  CONCEPTUALIZATION OF TRUST 
 
       Merriam-Webster on line dictionary defined trust as an assured reliance on the character, ability, strength, 
or truth of someone or something. Thus, according to this definition trust can be approached in both forms i.e., 
personal and impersonal forms. Möllering et al. (2004) provided that the word “trust” dates back to 13th century 
Middle English and has its etymological roots in older expressions indicating faithfulness and loyalty, however the 
phenomenon of trust is probably as old as the earliest forms of human society e.g., Confucius (551-479 BC) had 
regarded trust to be a prerequisite and basis for all valuable social relations. The concept of trust in philosophic 
ethics is the result of a given decision or action that recognizes and protects the rights and interests of other people 
through an application of the ethical principles of analysis (Hosmer, 1995). Watson (2005) provided that however, 
aside from its importance throughout history, trust has received relatively little research attention until recently 
(Rousseau et al., 1998), reviewed differently by different fields of scholars in shape of "meso" concept, integrating 
microlevel psychological processes and group dynamics with macrolevel institutional arrangements, and therefore, a 
single widely accepted definition of trust has yet to emerge in the literature (Bagraim & Hime, 2007). As a result, 
concept of trust has been approached from various theoretical frameworks (see e.g. Cruz and Costa-Silva 2004; 
Rousseau et al.1998), such as (1) transaction cost theory, where economists have a tendency to analyze trust as 
either calculative (Williamson, 1975) or institutional (North, 1990), (2) social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) where 
sociologists conceptualize trust in socially embedded properties of relationships among people or institutions 
(Granovetter, 1985; Zucker, 1986), (3) agency theory (Eisenhardt, 1989) where trust reduces complexity and 
insecurity while excluding opportunistic behavior beforehand (Picot et al., 2008), (4) the resource-based view of the 
firm (Barney, 1991) where trusted human resources provide competitive advantage (Dess et al., 2006), (5) system 
theory (Luhmann, 1979) where a person can have trust in the working of a system, and (6) attribution theory 
(Kelley, 1967) where psychologists view trust in terms of attributes of trustors and trustees and focus upon a host of 
internal cognitions that personal attributes yield (Rotter, 1967; Tyler, 1990; and Deutsch, 1962). Our focus here is 
exclusively with trust within organizations i.e. as an intra-organizational phenomenon, such as between employees 
and supervisor/manager or among co-workers (see e.g., Dietz & Hartog, 2006) where institutional trust is likely to 
be complementary and positively relate to that of interpersonal organizational trust (see e.g., McKnight et al. 1998, 
2002; Ellonen et al., 2008).   
 
2.  INTERPERSONAL TRUST 
 
       Hosmer (1995) regarded Zand (1972) as one who expanded his first definition of trust from the confident 
expectations of a single individual to approach the dependent interactions of a dyad by defining trusting behavior as 
consisting of actions that (1) increase one's vulnerability, (2) to another whose behavior is not under one's control, 
(3) in a situation in which the penalty (disutility) one suffers if the other abuses that vulnerability is greater than the 
benefit (utility) one gains if the other does not abuse that vulnerability. Without vulnerability, trust is unnecessary 
because outcomes are unimportant for the trustor and state of being vulnerability implies that as a result of trusting 
behavior, there is something of importance to be lost or where the potential for loss exceeds the potential for gain 
(Mayer et al., 1995; Mishra, 1996), thus making oneself to vulnerable is equal to taking risk but according to Mayer 
et al. (1995) trust is not taking risk per se but rather it is a willingness to take risk and defined trust as „the 
willingness of a trustor to be vulnerable to the actions of a trustee based on the expectation that the trustee will 
perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party‟. 
Thus, according to Mayer et al. (1995), there is no risk taken in the willingness to be vulnerable (i.e., to trust), but 
risk is inherent in the behavioral manifestation of the willingness to be vulnerable and one does not need to risk 
anything in order to trust; however, one must take a risk in order to engage in trusting action, so difference between 
trust and trusting behaviors is between a “willingness” to assuming risk and actually “assuming” risk, therefore trust 
is the willingness to assume risk; behavioral trust is the assuming of risk. In the same manner, Rousseau et al. (1998) 
have put the trust as „a psychological state comprising the intentions to accept vulnerability based on positive 
expectations of the actions of the trustee‟. Colquitt et al.(2007) have provided that both Mayer et al.‟s (1995) and 
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Rousseau et al.‟s (1998) definition of trust attempted to clarify the confusion regarding the definition of trust by 
differentiating its two main components: (1) intention to accept vulnerability, and (2) positive expectations of the 
actions of the trustee incorporated in earlier conceptualizations of trust (e.g., Boon & Holmes, 1991; Cook & Wall, 
1980; Golembiewski & McConkie, 1975; Read, 1962; Roberts & O‟Reilly, 1974; Barber, 1983). In the same way, 
McAllister (1995) put interpersonal trust as „the extent to which a person is confident in, and willing to act on the 
basis of, the words, actions, and decisions of another‟ and identified two kinds or bases of trust i.e., (1) cognitive 
judgments of another's competence or reliability referred to as cognition-based trust, and (2) affective bonds among 
individuals referred to as affect-based trust. In the same pattern, McKnight, et al. (1998) has defined interpersonal 
trust as „one party's willingness to depend on the other party with a feeling of relative security even though negative 
consequences are possible‟. Mishra (1996) put the trust as „one party's willingness to be vulnerable to another party 
based on the belief that the latter party is 1) competent, 2) open, 3) concerned, and 4) reliable‟. So our 
conceptualization regarding interpersonal trust reflects the distinction between three necessary constituent parts: (1) 
as an expectation, (2) a willingness to be vulnerable and (3) a risk-taking act (Dietz and Hartog, 2006). 
 
3.  INSTITUTIONAL OR SYSTEM TRUST 
 
       In order to increase trust within today‟s dynamic organizations, it is important to realize the dual nature of 
trust i.e. personal and impersonal forms of trust. As discussed above, McCauley & Kuhnert (1992) put trust as a 
multidimensional variable by explaining that an employee may trust his coworkers but distrust his supervisor or top 
management. They made the distinction between vertical and lateral trust where former refers to trust relations 
among peers (or equals) who share a similar work situation, whereas the latter refers to trust relations between 
individuals and either their immediate supervisor, top management or the organizations as a whole. Further, 
McCauley & Kuhnert (1992) by referring reciprocal property of trust highlighted by Fox (1974, 1985) stated that if 
the structures, roles, and climate of the organization communicate a lack of trust in employees by top management, 
employees will respond with distrust and conversely, if top management communicates a high level of trust to its 
employees, employees will respond with high levels of trust in management, therefore the role of top management 
involves the creation and management of a system conducive to trust referred by Fox's (1974, 1985) as 
"institutionalized" trust which does not refer to degrees of trust or distrust that are embodied in personal attitudes 
between individuals. In other words, interpersonal and institutional (system) trust do not stand alone, but act in 
concert with one another (Straiter, 2005) in the fact that the root of trust lies in individual relationships is not in 
opposition to the experience of trust both inside interpersonal relationships and as an institutional phenomenon 
beyond interpersonal relationships, therefore, we contend that trust exists in impersonal and personal forms 
(Atkinson and Butcher, 2003). Shamir & Lapidot (2003) stated that in contrast with interpersonal trust, institutional 
trust emphasizes the systemic level of trust that enables the maintenance of social order within the system (Luhman, 
1979), therefore termed as impersonal in two senses: 1) it is trust in systems or institutions rather than in specific 
individuals, and, 2) unlike interpersonal trust, it is often not based on the personal experience of the trustor. Shamir 
& Lapidot (2003) further argued that trust in organizations often combines both systemic and interpersonal 
considerations that affect each other and full understanding of systemic trust is not possible without reference to the 
individuals who are members of the system, and a full understanding of personal trust is not possible without 
understanding the systemic context in which such personal trust (or distrust) develops (Grey and Garsten, 2001). 
Straiter (2005) found that Luhmann (1979) was among first who posited that trust occurs within a framework of 
interaction which is influenced by both personality and social system, and cannot be exclusively associated with 
either and argued that personal trust and systems trust rest on different bases, the former involves an emotional bond 
between individuals, and the emotional pain that each would experience in the event of betrayal serves as the 
protective base of trust, and in case of latter, this emotional content is largely absent in systems trust that is activated 
by the appearance that “everything seems in proper order” (Lewis & Weigert, 1985, p. 974). In the same account, 
Zaheer et al. (1998) recognized trust at both the systemic and the interpersonal level and further explained the 
importance that how trust translates from the individual level to the organizational level and from the organizational 
level to the individual level. Shamir & Lapidot (2003) argued that trust in formal leaders is likely to be affected by 
both systemic considerations, because such leaders represent the organization or the system in the eyes of their 
subordinates, and interpersonal considerations arising from the interactions between leaders and subordinates, and 
thus, the two bases of trust are likely to affect each other. Systemic trust might affect trust in particular leaders, and 
trust in particular leaders might influence systemic trust. McKnight et al. (1998) termed this impersonal form of trust 
as institution based trust is defined as “the belief that proper impersonal structures are in place to enable one to 
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anticipate a successful future endeavor” such as: 1) structural assurance in shape of safeguards as regulations, 
guarantees, or contracts are in place to promote success, and 2) situation normality i.e., environment is in proper 
order and success is likely because situation is normal or favorable within the attributes of competence, 
benevolence, and integrity of management or organization to promote success (McKnight et al. 1998, 2002). 
According to Ellonen et al. (2008), this institutional trust could be characterized as the trust of its members in the 
organization‟s vision and strategy, its technological and commercial competence, its fair processes and structures, as 
well as its HR policies, and this impersonal trust is based on the roles, systems and reputations from which 
inferences are drawn about the trustworthiness of an individual, and its success is determined by the efficiency and 
the fairness of the organization-wide systems, such as the HR policies (Costigan et al., 1998). 
 
       As this, paper incorporates both interpersonal and institutional trust, consistent with Rousseau et al. (1998), 
Mayer et al. (1995), Mishra (1996), McKnight et al. (1998, 2002) and Ellonen et al. (2008), we define organizational 
trust as a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations 
individuals have about the ability, benevolence and integrity of organizational members and organization as a whole 
in shape of institutional trust.  
 
4.  ANTECEDENTS OF TRUST 
 
       In the next section we will discuss about the antecedents of trust i.e., propensity to trust, characteristics of 
trustee (ability, benevolence, and integrity) upon which intention to accept vulnerability and positive expectations of 
the actions of someone (coworkers, supervisor) or something (institution) are based.  
 
4.1.  Trustor’s propensity to trust  
 
       According to Mayer at al. (1995), traits of the trustor will affect the trust one party has for another is a 
personality trait or is referred as propensity to trust that leads to a generalized expectation about the trustworthiness 
of others is proposed to be stable within trustor, however, people differ in their inherent propensity to trust due to 
different development experiences, personality types, and cultural background (Rotter, 1967). In the same manner, 
Kramer (1999) put propensity to trust as general predisposition to trust and termed it as people‟s beliefs about 
human nature that people extrapolate from their early trust-related experiences and that eventually assumes the form 
of a relatively stable personality characteristic. McKnight et al. (1998) provided that person has dispositional trust if 
s/he has a consistent tendency to trust across a broad spectrum of situations and persons and is based on two types of 
reasons: 1) that one assumes that others are generally trustworthy people--hence, one should usually trust others, and 
2) that one assumes that irrespective of whether people are good or not, one will obtain better outcomes by trusting 
them--hence, one should trust them. Chughtai and Buckley (2008) provided that individuals with a high propensity 
to trust believe that most people are sincere, fair and have good intentions, while on the other hand, people who have 
a low propensity to trust, see others as self-centered, cunning and potentially dangerous. 
 
4.2.  Trustor’s perceived characteristics of a trustee: Ability, Benevolence, and Integrity 
 
       McAllister (1995) argued that „trust is cognition-based in that we choose whom we will trust in which 
respects and under what circumstances, and we base the choice on what we take to be 'good reasons,' constituting 
evidence of trust worthiness‟. Mayer et al. 1995 found, although prior researchers have found conditions that lead to 
trust are ranged to one trustee characteristics to as many as 10 characteristics e.g. availability, competence, 
consistency, discreetness, fairness, integrity, locality, openness, promise fulfillment, receptivity, trustworthy 
intentions, ability, motives, benevolence, honesty, judgment, and group goal, but three characteristics of a trustee 
i.e., ability, benevolence and integrity appear often and explain a major portion of trustworthiness and each 
contribute a unique perceptual perspective from which to consider the trustee. McKnight et al. (1998) provide that 
beliefs about the other person‟s trustworthiness include belief that the other person possesses such attributes as 
benevolence, honesty, competence, and predictability and further propose that such beliefs form the core cognitive 
concept that is manifest in intentions to trust, which in turn are manifest in trusting behaviors. By following Mayer 
et al. (1995), in this paper, in the next section, we will examined the perceived factors of trustworthiness e.g. ability, 
benevolence, and integrity. 
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4.2.1.  Ability 
 
       Mayer et al. (1995), regarding one factor of trustworthiness i.e., ability provide that it  highlights the task 
and situation-specific construct having specific domain of group of skills, competencies, and characteristics that 
enable a party to have influence in some specific area. Trustee may be highly competent in some area and may not 
be in other and this specific domain of ability have used by researchers with several synonyms such as competence, 
perceived characteristic of the trustee, expertness, functional/specific competence, interpersonal competence, 
business sense and judgment. As a result, trust is domain specific mean that a person may be competent in specific 
area can be trusted in that specific area. McAllister (1995) also provided that past measures of trust in organizational 
settings suggest that competence and responsibility are central elements. Mishra (1996) named this antecedent of 
trust as competence and provided that in organizational setting, managers develop relationships with their 
subordinates and with other managers largely on the basis of trust, where trust is defined in part in terms of 
competence. Mishra (1996) further provided that Leaders are also characterized by how much their followers trust 
them to make competent decisions. 
 
4.2.2.  Benevolence 
 
       According to Mayer et al.(1995), trustee has some specific attachment to the trustor is defined as the extent 
to which a trustee is believed to want to do good to the trustor, aside from an egocentric profit motive. Mayer et al. 
(1995)  explained that benevolence portrays the perception of a positive orientation of the trustee toward the trustor 
and constructs having similar characteristics to benevolence have been used by researchers as the basis for trust e.g., 
trustworthiness in terms of the trustee‟s motivation to lie as high benevolence in relationship is inversely related to 
motivation to lie, loyalty as the basis of dyadic i.e., one to one trust, and confidence and trust in a leader are 
influenced in part by the extent to which the leader‟s behavior is relevant to the individual‟s needs and desires. 
Mishra (1996) put benevolence as concern dimension of trust that one party believes it will not be taken unfair 
advantage of by another through opportunistic behavior  and further explains that this concern does not mean the 
other party lacks any self-interest but such self-interest is balanced by interest in the welfare of others e.g., 
employees trust top managers in part because they believe that these managers will care about employees' job 
security, and in response of any organizational change initiated by management, employees evaluate management in 
terms of whether it can be trusted to be concerned with the employees‟ own welfare and interests. 
 
4.2.3  Integrity 
 
       According to Mayer et al. (1995), the relationship between integrity and trust involves the trustor‟s 
perception that the trustee adheres to a set of principles that the trustor finds acceptable and issues of consistency of 
the party‟s past actions, credible communications about the trustee from other parties, belief regarding trustee‟s 
strong sense of justice, and the extent to which the party‟s actions are congruent with his or her words all affect the 
extent to which the party is judged to have integrity and constructs similar to integrity have been discussed and used  
by theorists as antecedent to trust e.g., integrity, consistency, and fairness, character, and integrity, fairness, and 
openness of management. Mishra (1996) provides that discrepancies between words and action decrease trust, and 
recognized its importance in terms of reliable and consistency of behavior, and found that judgments about trust in 
working relationships become specific based on accumulation of interactions, specific incidents, problems, and 
events. Mishra further provided that „the trustworthiness of leaders has also been explicitly defined in terms of their 
reliability and nothing  is noticed more quickly -- and considered more significant -- than a discrepancy between 
what executives preach and what they expect their associates to practice‟. These three factors i.e. ability, 
benevolence, and integrity along with trustor‟s propensity to trust appear to explain in brief the within-trustor 
variation in trust for others (Mayer et al. 1995). 
 
5.  MULTIPLE FOCI OF INTERPERSONAL TRUST AT WORK 
 
       Yang (2005) contended that in any organization, there is more than one focus or referent to which members 
can attach their trust e.g., coworkers, supervisor, or top management, therefore, a clear depiction of trust referents 
facilitates the formulation of hypotheses pertaining to relations between trust and other organizational phenomenon 
(Clark & Payne, 1997). Möllering et al. (2004) recognized the importance  to specify the referents i.e., trustors and 
the trustees in research on trust  by stating that „it should make a difference, for example, if we ask these questions 
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about a trust relationship between co-workers in a nuclear power station, between a management consultant and his 
client, or between a bank and its regulatory authority as interpersonal trust is a recognized phenomenon, it is a more 
debatable issue whether a person can trust an organization or organizations each other‟ (Blois, 1999; Nooteboom, 
2002). Organizations may be seen as “actors”, but it is considered a bad practice to treat organizations like persons, 
i.e. to “anthropomorphize the organization” (Zaheer et al., 1998). Bagraim and Hime (2007) provide that within 
organizations, there are at least two possible foci for the interpersonal trust of individual employees: their supervisor 
and their co-workers and this dyadic trust relationship between supervisor and subordinate (Butler & Cantrell, 1984; 
Deluga, 1994) have enjoyed more research attention than trust in coworkers. Bagraim and Hime (2007) further 
provided that trust in the organization is not an interpersonal form of trust but rather a systems form of trust 
(McCauley & Kuhnert, 1992; Tan & Tan, 2000) that derives from structures and processes within the organization 
such as fairness and perceived organizational support. The focus of this paper is on interpersonal forms of trust 
(coworkers trust and trust in supervisor) along with institutional trust.  
 
6.  HYPOTHESES OF THE CONCEPTUAL STUDY 
 
6.1.  Perceived Trustworthiness of the Coworkers as an Antecedent of Trust in Coworkers 
 
       Ferres et al. (2004) contend that trust in co-workers concerns confidence that one‟s colleagues are 
competent and will act in a fair, reliable and ethical manner, it assumes that co-workers will support their peers and 
will not take advantage of them by withholding information, consequently co-worker trust also leads employees to 
act on the basis that they have faith in the words and actions of their peers. So our hypotheses regarding trust in 
coworkers are as follows: 
 
Hypothesis 1a:  The employees‟ perception of perceived trustworthiness of their coworkers‟ ability is   
  proposed to relate positively to employees‟ trust in their coworkers. 
Hypothesis 1b:  The employees‟ perception of perceived trustworthiness of their coworkers‟ benevolence  
  is proposed to relate positively to employees‟ trust in their coworkers. 
Hypothesis 1c:  The employees‟ perception of perceived trustworthiness of their coworkers‟ integrity is   
  proposed to relate positively to employees‟ trust in their coworkers. 
 
6.2.  Perceived Trustworthiness of the Supervisor as an Antecedent of Trust in Supervisor 
 
       Mayer et al.‟s (1995) model suggests that trust in supervisor /leader will be a function, in part, of the 
supervisor/leader‟s perceived ability, benevolence, and integrity. Put differently, trust in the supervisor/ leader is a 
product of the leader‟s behavior (Joseph and Bruce E. Winston, 2004). Dirks and Ferrin (2001) provide that the 
employees' perceptions that leaders have attributes that promote trust may be important for leader effectiveness 
(Bass, 1990; Hogan et al., 1994). The result of an empirical study by Moye and Henkin (2005) on 2000 salaried 
employees at a Fortune 500 manufacturing organization in the USA showed that employees who feel empowered in 
their work environment tend to have higher levels of interpersonal-level trust in their manager. The study conduct by 
Wong et al. (2002) showed that there is a direct effect of employees' perception of interactional justice and of trust 
in supervisor on their loyalty to supervisor, and also confirmed trust in supervisor as a mediating variable between 
interactional justice and loyalty to supervisor. So our hypotheses regarding trust in supervisor are as follows: 
 
Hypothesis 1d:  The employees‟ perception of perceived trustworthiness of their supervisor‟s ability is   
  proposed to relate positively to employees‟ trust in their supervisor. 
Hypothesis 1e:  The employees‟ perception of perceived trustworthiness of their supervisor‟s benevolence  
  is proposed to relate positively to employees‟ trust in their supervisor. 
Hypothesis 1f:  The employees‟ perception of perceived trustworthiness of their supervisor‟s integrity is  
  proposed to relate positively to employees‟ trust in their supervisor. 
 
6.3.  Propensity to Trust as an Antecedent of Trust in Coworkers and Supervisor 
 
 According to Mayer et al. (1995), to fully understand the extent to which a person is willing to trust another 
person, both the trustor‟s propensity to trust and the trustor‟s perceptions of the trustee‟s ability, benevolence, and 
integrity must be distinguished (Mayer et al., 1995). Considering this, our next hypotheses are: 
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Hypothesis 2a:  Employees‟ propensity to trust is proposed to relate positively to employees‟ trust in their  
  coworkers. 
Hypothesis 2b:  Employees‟ propensity to trust is proposed to relate positively to employees‟ trust in their    
              supervisors. 
 
6.4.  Propensity to Trust as a Moderating Variable 
 
      In addition as discussed earlier propensity to trust affects how a trustor perceives the behaviors of others, in 
shape of moderating the effects of perceived trustworthiness of trustee on trust in coworkers and employee‟s trust in 
their supervisors and considering this we further proposes in this regard: 
 
Hypothesis 2c: Employees‟ propensity to trust is proposed to moderate the effects of the employees‟   
  perception of perceived trustworthiness of their coworkers‟ ability, benevolence and integrity on  
  employees‟ trust in their coworkers. 
 
Hypothesis 2d:  Employees‟ propensity to trust is proposed to moderate the effects of the employees‟   
  perception of perceived trustworthiness of their supervisor‟s‟ ability, benevolence and integrity 
  on employees‟ trust in their supervisor. 
 
6.5.  Institutional trust as a Moderating Variable  
 
       Institutional trust as defined in theoretical framework is the belief that proper impersonal structures are in 
place to enable one to act in anticipation of a successful future endeavor. McKnight et al. (2002) provide that 
disposition to trust (propensity to trust) influences trust in vendors (Gefen, 2000), therefore similarly, disposition to 
trust (propensity to trust) should positively influence perceptions of the institutional setting. McKnight et al. (2002) 
further provided that when a situation feels safe, we tend to believe that those in the situation have trustworthy 
attributes (McKnight et al. 1998), in that case institutional trust is proposed to positively relate not only to trusting 
intensions but also moderate the effects of perceived trustworthiness of trustee (called it as trusting beliefs by 
McKnight et al., 2002) on trust. By following this, our study further proposes: 
 
Hypothesis 3 a: Institutional trust is proposed to relate positively to employees‟ trust in their coworkers. 
Hypothesis 3 b:  Institutional trust is proposed to relate positively to employees‟ trust in their supervisor. 
Hypothesis 3 c:  Institutional trust is proposed to moderate the effects of the employees‟    
  perception of perceived trustworthiness of their coworkers‟ ability, benevolence and   
   integrity on employees‟ trust in their coworkers. 
Hypothesis 3 d:  Institutional trust is proposed to moderate the effects of the employees‟    
  perception of perceived trustworthiness of their supervisor‟s ability, benevolence and   
  integrity on employees‟ trust in their supervisor. 
Hypothesis 3 e:  Employees‟ propensity to trust is proposed to relate positively to institutional trust.  
 
6.6.    Effects of Trust – Trust As a Mediating Variable 
 
 As this conceptual study is concentrating on mediating effects of trust on organizational citizenship 
behavior, organizational commitment, and employees‟ performance, so we will examine these in the next section, 
and formulate the research hypotheses. 
 
6.6.1.  Trust and Organizational Commitment 
 
Organizational commitment reflects a psychological bond that an individual identifies with an organization 
(Meyer & Allen, 1991; Meyer & Allen, 1997), having three components (Meyer and Allen,991) such as normative 
commitment (the individual‟s felt obligation to remain in the organization), affective commitment (an individual‟s 
emotional attachment and/or identification with the organization), and continuance commitment (individuals need to 
stay with the organization as they have no other choice or no other desirable options. In the similar way, Mowday et 
al. (1982) have defined organizational commitment as “the relative strength of an individual‟s identification with 
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and involvement in a particular organization”. An empirical study by Laschinger et al. (2000) with a random sample 
of 412 Canadian staff nurses found that empowered nurses reported higher levels of organizational trust, which in 
turn resulted in higher levels of affective commitment. In another study by Aryee et al. (2002), argued and 
confirmed that organizational trust is related to organizational commitment, and mediates the relationship between 
organizational justice components and organizational commitment. Moreover, study by Chen et al. (2005) revealed 
that, employees who perceive the organization as demonstrating care and concern will reciprocate this in the form of 
positive work outcomes, such as organizational citizenship behavior and organizational commitment. Bagraim and 
Hime (2007) study showed relationship between trust in supervisor and affective commitment to the supervisor, but 
moderately low relationship between trust in co-workers and affective commitment to co-workers. Keeping in view 
the positive relationship of trust with organizational commitment we further proposes that: 
 
Hypothesis 4a:  Employees‟ Trust in their coworkers is proposed to mediate the effects of the employees‟  
  perception of perceived trustworthiness of their coworkers‟ ability, benevolence and    
  integrity on employees‟ organizational commitment. 
Hypothesis 4b: Employees‟ Trust in their supervisor is proposed to mediate the effects of the employees‟  
  perception of perceived trustworthiness of their supervisor‟s ability, benevolence and    
  integrity on employees‟ organizational commitment. 
 
6.6.2.  Trust and Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
 
Katz (1964) is the among who first recognize the importance of a class of discretionary and spontaneous 
behaviors that are beyond explicit role requirements, but that are essential for organizational effectiveness 
conceptualized by Smith et al. (1983) as “organizational citizenship behavior” (OCB), and then defined by Organ 
(1988) as “individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward 
system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization” (Farh, Zhong and Organ, 
2004). Nine major dimensions of OCB have been identified: 1) Altruism (Discretionary behavior that has the effect 
of helping a specific other person with an organizationally relevant task or problem, 2) Conscientiousness 
(Discretionary behavior on the part of an employee that .goes well beyond the minimum role requirements of the 
organization, in the areas of attendance, obeying rules and regulations, breaks, and so forth, 3) Sportsmanship 
(Willingness of employees to tolerate less than ideal circumstances without complaining, 4) Courtesy (Discretionary 
behavior on the part of an individual aimed at preventing work-related problems with others), 5) Civic virtue 
(Behavior on the part of individuals indicating that they responsibly participate in, are involved in, or are concerned 
about the life of the organization, 6) Functional participation (participatory contribution in which individuals focus 
on themselves rather than others in their organizations e.g., performing additional work activities, volunteering for 
special assignments, 7) Advocacy participation (behavior targeted at others in an organization and reflecting a 
willingness to be controversial, such as encouraging quiet people to speak up in meetings and helping coworkers 
think for themselves, 8) Loyalty (Allegiance to an organization and promotion of its interest), and 9) Voice (promote 
behavior  that emphasizes the expression of constructive challenge intended to improve rather than merely criticize 
(Farh, Zhong and Organ, 2004). The results of Mayer& Gavin (2005) study  showed that trust in multiple levels of 
management (top management and plant managers) was positively related to employees‟ ability to focus on 
performance, and this ability to focus was positively linked to greater organizational citizenship behaviors. In a 
study of Chinese workers in joint ventures and state-owned enterprise, conducted by Wong et al. (2006), the results 
showed that trust in organization was positively related to OCB. In recent study of interpersonal trust by Singh & 
Srivastava (2009) provides that interpersonal trust is positively associated with organizational citizenship behavior 
implying that the development of trust at the interpersonal level may be used as a strategy to motivate the employees 
to engage in extra role behaviors to ensure improved individual and organizational performance. So we further 
propose that: 
 
Hypothesis 5a: Employees‟ Trust in their coworkers is proposed to mediate the effects of the employees‟  
  perception of perceived trustworthiness of their coworkers‟ ability, benevolence and    
  integrity on employees‟ organizational citizenship behavior. 
Hypothesis 5b:  Employees‟ Trust in their supervisor is proposed to mediate the effects of the employees‟  
  perception of perceived trustworthiness of their supervisor‟s ability, benevolence and    
  integrity on employees‟ organizational citizenship behavior. 
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6.6.3  Trust and Employees Performance 
 
Colquitt et al. (2007) in their meta-analytic study found a positive relationship between trust in leader and 
task performance, however, the relationship between trust in co-worker and task performance was found to be even 
greater, finally conclude that trust allows the development of a more effective exchange relationship between the 
trustor and trustee (Blau, 1964), which facilitates high task performance and positive behaviors on the job. Task 
performance can be defined as „the effectiveness with which job incumbents perform activities that contribute to the 
organization‟s technical core either directly by implementing a part of its technological process, or indirectly by 
providing it with needed materials or service‟ (Borman & Motovidlo, 1993). Tsui et al.‟s1997 study found that 
employees performed better on core tasks, demonstrated more citizenship behavior, and expressed a higher level of 
affective commitment to an employer when they worked in an overinvestment (by the employer) or mutual 
investment relationship than when they worked in a quasi-spot-contract or underinvestment relationship. Dirks and 
Ferrin (2001), state that two studies did find evidence for a significant, positive main effect of trust on group 
performance (Dirks, in press; Klimoski & Karol, 1976) and one study reported a significant positive effect on 
business unit performance (Davis, Schoorman, Mayer, & Tan, 2000). Keeping in view the relationship between the 
trust and employees task performance, we further propose that: 
 
Hypothesis 6a:  Employees‟ Trust in their coworkers is proposed to mediate the effects of the employees‟  
  perception of perceived trustworthiness of their coworkers‟ ability, benevolence and    
  integrity on employees‟ task performance. 
Hypothesis 6b:  Employees‟ Trust in their supervisor is proposed to mediate the effects of the employees‟  
  perception of perceived trustworthiness of their supervisor‟s ability, benevolence and    
  integrity on employees‟ task performance. 
 
7.  IMPORTANT OF CONTEXT & MEASUREMENT IMPLICATIONS  
 
       It is critical to differentiate between factors that cause trust, trust itself, and outcomes of trust that must be 
measured through survey in order to fully test the model, but the specific consequences of trust will be determined 
by the contextual factors such as stakes involved, the balance of power in the relationship, the perception of the level 
of risk, alternatives available to the trustor, different places of the dyad within a hierarchical relationship, policies 
and procedures external to the dyad, prior experiences between the individuals, and perceived similarity between the 
trustor and trustee. Therefore, more emphasis should be placed on the dynamic nature of trust and the conditions 
under which the research findings presented (see e.g., Mayer et al., 1995; Burke et al., 2007). This is important, 
since a failure to account for these may lead researchers to assign too great an effect to the input provided by the 
trustee, and/or to any trust-influencing independent variable such as an HRM intervention (Dietz and Hartog, 
2006).Further in this regard, Colquitt et al. (2007) argue that „conceptual distinctions are more difficult to maintain 
in the minds of survey respondents who fill out scales like Mayer and Davis‟s (1999) e.g., demonstrating caring and 
concern is a facet of benevolence, whereas a strong sense of justice is a facet of integrity (Mayer & Davis, 1999; 
Mayer et al.,1995); however, scholars in the organizational justice literature view caring and concern as a facet of 
“interactional justice” (Bies & Moag, 1986), suggesting a blurring of the benevolence–integrity boundary‟.  
 
       On the subject of the identity of the referent, „it does remain crucial to be specific about the exact referent 
or group of referents in the wording of the items, and to remain consistent throughout the items, or to analyze the 
different relationships separately‟ (Dietz and Hartog, 2006). Moreover, results of meta analytic study of Colquitt et 
al. (2007) showed that „the relationships between trust and its antecedents and consequences did not vary 
significantly across measures based on the positive expectations or willingness-to-be-vulnerable components of trust 
definitions (Mayer et al., 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998) or across direct measures that explicitly use the word trust 
suggests that it may not matter in what sense one trusts‟. They further stated that, therefore, „the most rigorous test 
of trust measurement effects would involve including positive expectations, willingness to be vulnerable, and direct 
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8.  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
 
      In response to changes in the competitive situation, innovation potential of information and communication 
technology, and value changed in the working world and society, management‟s key task among others (integration, 
relationship management) is trust building (Picot et al., 2008). In this conceptual paper, with the help of prior 
research, we have tried to clarify the conceptual distinctions among trust (the intention to accept vulnerability to a 
trustee based on positive expectations of his or her actions), perceived factors of trustworthiness (the ability, 
benevolence, and integrity of a trustee), and trust propensity (a dispositional willingness to rely on others), and 
institutional trust (is the belief that proper impersonal structures are in place to enable one to anticipate a successful 
future endeavor in shape of organizational members‟ trust in the organization‟s vision and strategy, its technological 
and commercial competence, its fair processes and structures, as well as its HR policies). After conceptualizing the 
trust in its both forms i.e. interpersonal and impersonal, we put organizational trust as a psychological state 
comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations individuals have about the ability, 
benevolence and integrity of organizational members and organization as a whole in shape of institutional trust.  
 
       To obtain the answer of an empirical question whether trust relationships vary when that identifiable party 
is leader based, coworker based, and or organization, we have examined trust phenomenon between coworkers, 
between employees and their supervisor, and on institutional level. As trust is regarded as a proximal antecedent of a 
variety of job performance behaviors; in this conceptual study with the help of prior research, we present these 
performance behaviors in shape of organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behaviors and employees‟ 
task performance. Moreover, attention is drawn to measurement issues related to trust research with the aim that 
„researchers may consider alternative research methodologies and leverage the additional insight gained into trust 
relationships to provide theoretical advances and practical solutions‟ (Burke et al., 2007).  
 
       This conceptual study plays an important contribution to elaborate conceptual positions in the current 
debate on the role of trust within organizational contexts. For example given the importance of trust to key 
organizational outcomes, our conceptual study can provide a guide for increasing trust in organizations e.g., ability, 
benevolence, and integrity provide three distinct avenues for fostering trust, as proved through discussing empirical 
results, all three were highly correlated with trust and all three had significant, unique relationships with it (see e.g. 
Colquitt et al., 2007). Further, through operationalizing the constructs proposed in this conceptual study will help to 
study how organizations can manage in response to growing competitive pressures by viewing individuals or 
„human resources‟ as a more important strategic potential for gaining competitive advantages than traditional factors 
such as product and process technologies, economies of scale, financial resources or protected and / or regulated 
markets, so that employees are trusted to carry out their work as a team worker, relationship manager, innovator, 
subject and method specialist, and entrepreneur in line with the organization‟s goals and thus feel that their 
dedication, competence, and creativity are key ingredients in the organization‟s business success. (See e.g., Picot et 
al., 2008).However, to materialize all this, we need institutional trust so that when a situation feels safe, we tend to 
believe that those in the situation have trustworthy attributes, and therefore in this conceptual study, we proposed 
that institutional trust is positively relate not only to propensity to trust but also moderate the effects of perceived 
trustworthiness of trustee.  
 
       In comparison of Mayer et al.‟s (1995) integrative model, our conceptual study proposed to study the 
phenomenon of trust with its personal and impersonal forms i.e., interpersonal and institutional with multiple foci 
i.e., coworkers, supervisor, and institution (organization).  
 
Issue that require further analysis is to examine whether the importance of the three trustworthiness facets 
varies across jobs e.g., ability may be a stronger predictor in jobs that require frequent learning or technical 
competence (Colquitt et al., 2007), and on the other hand, benevolence and integrity may be stronger predictors in 
jobs where task interdependence necessitates frequent interactions (Wageman, 2001).  
 
       Future research could include selected other factors as antecedents of interpersonal trust (Bijlsma and  
Koopman 2003) such as transformational leadership, perceived organizational support (Connell et al. 2003), 
transactional  leadership, distributive justice (Dirks and Ferrin 2002), other factors that can include in consequences 
of  interpersonal trust such as absence of monitoring, team satisfaction (Costa 2001), mutual learning (Nonaka and 
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Takeuchi, 1995; Boisot, 1995; Bijlsma et al., 1999; Janowicz and Noorderhaven, 2002), and trust and contextual 
organizational variables such as corporate culture, organizational control systems, organizational poliices, resource 
allocation, and financial health of the firm (Chan, 1997).  
 
      In conclusion, it is hoped that we have not only provided some clarity to constructs commonly examined in 
trust research but also proposed that trust in organizations, and especially of trust between coworkers, and between 
leaders and subordinates, should pay more attention to the collective aspects of the phenomenon, and therefore in 
our theoretical analysis of trust has been extended beyond the current emphasis on interpersonal processes to include 
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